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--REMARKS - 

Specification. In tbe Final Office action. Examine Shah ol)]ecte(| ix) 
having a typographical entvr. The Applicant has amended ibe spedficatian herein to correct all 
tyi^ographical etrors discovered by the Applicant, and no new marter was introduced by ifae 
amendment of the specification hereizL Withdrawal of the objection to the specification is 
therefore tespectfidly requested^ 

Claims , In the Final Office Action* Hxaminer Laxton objected to and rejected pending 
claims 1-13 on various grounds. The Applicant responds to each lejecdon as subsequtsnily 
recited herein, and respectfully requests reconsideration and further examination Qf the present 
application under 37 CFR § 1412: 

A- Examiner Laxton objected to claims l-l 1 for failing to include proper 
antecedent basis for certain claim limitations 

The Applicant has amended claims 1, 2, 10 and 1 1 herein to obviate Ht^ objection to 
claims 1*1 1 . Withdrawal of die objection of clainos 1-1 1 is therefore respectfully requested. 
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B. Examiner Laxion rejected claims 1 , 3 and 5-1 1 under 35 U.S.C. §102(a) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Paxent No. 6,396^50 to Bridge et al- 

The Applicant has thoroughly considered Examiner Laxton's remarks concerning the 
patentability of claims 1 , 3 and 5-1 1 over the Bridge. The Applicant has also thoroughly read 
Bridge. To warrant fiiis §102(a) rejection of claintis 1, 3 and S-U, Bridge must show each and 
every limitation of claims 1, 10 and 1 1 in as complete detail as in contained claims 1, 10 and 11. 
See, MPEP §2131. The Applicant respectfully traverses this §l02(a) rejection of claims 1, 10 
and 11, because, among other things. Bridge fails to show the following limitations of claims I, 
lOandll: 

1. " ^wherein, upon the occurrence of the shoot through current, the timing of 
driving the switching elements (T;^. T ^ ) is changed such that the turn on of the first 
switching element (Tj> takes place later with respect to the instant of turn pff of 
the second switching element (T^) *" in as complete detail as recited in claim 1; 

2. ^' upon the occurrence of the shoot through current, the timing of driving 
the switching elements (Ti. T^^ is changed such that the turn on of the first 
switching element CTi) takes place later than the instant of mm off of the second 
Q\A/TTf |iiT^p element fT^) " in as complete detail as recited in claim 10; and 

3. ' \vherein. upon the occurrence of the shoot through current the turn on of 
the first switt ^>^iTip, element (Tj) takes place later with respect to iTi<£Tj> nt of turn 
ofiFof the second switching element fT^^" in as complete detail as recited in claim 
11, 



PA(£ 13/18 ' RCVD AT 7/512006 12:13:38 PM [Eastern Daylight ^^^^ 



JUL-05-06 10:20AM FROM-CLG FAX 



+18479057113 T-482 P J 4/1 8 F-036 



July 5, 2006 
Case No.: DE 020213 (7790/455) 
Serial No.: 10/527,854 
FUed: March 16, 2005 
Page 11 of 15 

As to the traversal, a proper understamfing of Bridge reveals the feet 4at Bridge teaches a 
setting of time delays to a miniTTmm value to avoid shoot-through current. See, Bridge at column 
2, lines 9-1 1 . Specifically;, as illustrated in FIG. 7, Bridge teaches a digital controller 712 and a 
progranunable luro-on delay 722 for driving a high side switching element 702, and teaches a 
digital controller 714 and a programmable tum-on delay 720 for driving a low sid^ switching 
element 704 based on a setting of mne delays to a minimum value that avoids shoot-through 
current. As such. Bridge teaches away £rom the aforementioned limitations of claims 1,10 and 
IL 

Withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1, 10 and 1 1 under 35 U,S.C, §l02(a) as being 
anticipated by Bridge is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claims 3 and S-9 depend fiom independent claim 1. Therefore, dependent claims 3 and 
5-9 include all of the elements and limitations of independent claim I . It is therefpre 
respectfully subtrutied by the Applicant that dependent claims 3 and 5-9 are allowable the 
Bridge for at least the same reason as set forth herein with respect to independent claim 1 being 
allowable Bridge. Withdrawal of the rejection of dependent claims 3 and 5-9 under 35 U.S.C, 
§ 1 02(a) as being anticipated by Bridge is therefore respectfully requested. 

C. Examiner Laxion rejected claims 1 and 3-1 1 under 35 U,S.C, §102Ce) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,66i;208 to Jtuner et al. 

The Applicant has ihorougjily considered Examiner Laxton's remarks concerning the 
patentability of claims 1 and 3-1 1 over the Runer. Tbe Applicam has also thoroughly read 
Rimer. To warrant this §102(6) rejection of claims 1 and 3-1 1, Runer must show each and every 
limitation of claims 1, 10 and 1 1 in as complete detail as in contained claims 1, 10 and 11. See, 
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MPEP §2131. The Applicant lespectfuUy traveises this §102(e) rejection of claims 1 , 10 and 1 1, 
because, among other things, Runer &ils to show the following limitations of claims 1, 10 and 
11: 

1. *' \vherem, upon the occurrence of the <iTiftnt throupii cuirenL tiie ti tni-np nf 
Hri viTig fh^ Q^T^^hiTip elements f T^. T^^ is chanped such that the turn on of the first 
<tiiint<^>iiTip A lement {T{\ takes place later with respec t tc% rh<> inctflnT r>f turn off of 
the second switchit^ element f T^Y * in as complete detail as recited in claim 1; 

2. **iiytfiTi iUet occurrence of ifae shoot tjirouph ciirrap t^ tl>» tSmin o. pf driving 
tbe swiTcWng ^^gm^Ts (Tu T->) H ^hqTipie^ s^ ^ pm^ on of ^e fry 
switching element f T|) takes p lar^^ 1^T*T tff ffP the instant of turn off of the ycond 
switching element (T^ Y in as complete detail as recited in claim 10; and 

3. -^^^jhgfSffl, upon the occurrence of tl^e shoQttfffPXIgh ciffremi. Tfrc fflFfi on of 
the first switching element CT\ > takes place later with respect to The instant of turn 
off of the second sw ^Ti-hiT^pr ^l^ ment (Ty) " in as complete detail as recited in claim 
11. 

As to the traversal, a proper understanding of Runer reveals the &ct that Rmer teaches 
averting the danger of sboot-throu^ current. See, Runer at column 4« line 61 to colimm S, line 
2. Specifically, as illustrated in HO, 2, Rimer teaches a control circuit 1 8, a set-r?sei latth 43, an 
AND gate 44 and a driver 30 for driving a high side switching element 6, and teaches control 
circuit 18, a set^esec latch 45, an AND gate 46 aiul a driver 32 for driving a low side switching 
element 8 based on a switch node 10 between switching d^nents 6 and 8 filing negative i^n 
switching element 6 is switched off to thereby avert the danger of sboot-tbrough cuxienL As 
such, Runer teaches away frcxn the aforementioned limitations of claims 1, 10 and U. 
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Withdrawal of ihe lejectio© of claims 1, 10 and 1 1 imder 35 U.S.C. §102Ce) as bemg 
anticipated by Ruaer is th»efoie respectfully requested. 

Claims 3-9 depend from independent claim I. Therefore, dependent clain^ 3-9 include 
all of the elements and limitations of independent claim 1 . & is diere&re respectfully 
submitted by the Applicant tbm dependent claims 3-9 are allowable the Rmer for at least ihe 
same reason as set fonh herein with respect lo independent claim 1 being allowable Muaer. 
Wididrawal of the rejection of dependent claims 3-9 under 35 U.S.C. §l02(e) as being 
anticipated by Rmer is therefore respectfully requested. 

D. Examiner Laxion rejected claims 1, 3, 4, 7, 10 and 1 \ under 35 U.S.C. §i 02(e) 
as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,724,175 to Matsuda et al. 

The Applicant has thoroughly considered Examiner Laxton^s remarks conpeming the 
patentability of claims 1, 3, 4, 7, 10 and 1 1 over the Mmsuda. The Apphcant has also thoroughly 
TcadMasudcL To wairant this §l02(e) ic^jection of claims U 3, 4, 7» 10 and 1 h Matst4da must 
show each and every limitation of claims 1, lOand 11 in as complete detail as in contained 
claims 1, 10 and U. See. MPEP §2131, The Applicant re^sectfully traverses this § 102(e) 
rejection of claims 1, 10 and 11, because, among other tilings, Afor^tttia fails to sh^ 
following limitanons of claims 1, 10 and 1 1: 

1. '^utfhgrgin., upon the occunience of the shoot through cumrot, the timing of 
driving the switch ing elements ff i , Ty) chanped such the mm on of the first 
"^^MT]P r^^^t Tj) ^^^'^ F^^^ rggpect to the instant of mm off of 

the second switching elemem (T^V * in as complete detail as recited in claim 1; 
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2. ^lipon The occurence of the shoot jhroxmh cunent, die tiimng of drivmg 
The switching fi1gn)gnitS (Ti, Ti) ]s chflngcw^ such that the turn on of the first 
switchinp elcfncnt fTi) takes plaiy latgr Than thg m<rt Hm of turn ofiF of the second 
switching element (T^r in as complete detail as recited in claim 10; and 

3, * ^vhe^eill, |ipop the occurrence of the sbn^T T^imnpr h current, t ^<* tiirti ah nf 
the first swiT f*>fcit^p, <*^f Tnem fT]) takes place later with respect tn thg ingtanr nf nim 
qff of the secon4 switching element (T;)" in as complete detaO as recited in claim 
11, 

As to the traversal a proper understanding of Matsuda reveals the f^ct ihatMatsuda 
teaches averting the danger of shoot-through current. Sce> Matsuda at column 2» line 57 to 
column 6, line 56; and column 9, line 28 to column 12, line 45. Specifically, as illustrated in 
FIG. 8 and 9, Mmsuda teaches a power supply control IC 1 10 for driving a high side switching 
element Trl, and a low side switching element Tr2 in a mann^ whereby switching elements Trl 
and Tr2 never simultaneously conduct to thereby avert the danger of shoot-through cunent. As 
such, Matsuda teaches away from the aforementioned limitations of claims 1, 10 and 1 1. 

Withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1 , 10 and U under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as being 
anticipated by Matsuda is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claims 3, 4 and 7 depend fi-om independent claim 1 . Therefore, dependeut claims 3, 4 
and 7 include all of the elements and limitations of independent claim 1. It is therefore 
respectfully submitted by the Applicant that dependent claims 3, 4 and 7 are allowable the 
Matsuda for at least the same reason as set forth herein with respect to independent claim I 
being allowable Maisuda Withdrawal of the rejection of dependent claims 3, 4 and 7 undw 35 
U.S.C. §l02Ce) as being anticipated by Matsuda is therefore respectfully requested. 
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SUMMARY 



The Applicani re^iectfiiUy sulmuts that claims l-1 1 fully satisfy the lequiiemeots of 35 
U.S.C. §§ 102, 103 and 112. in view of ihc foregoing, &vorable consideration and early passage 
to issue of the present application is respectfully requested. If any points remain in issue diat 
may best be resolved through a personal or telephonic interview, Examiner l^on is respecifUUy 
requested to contact the undersigned at the telqidione number lisied below. 

Dated: July 5^ 2006 Respectfully submitted. 



TOBIAS GEORG TOLLE 



PHILIPS INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY 
& STANDARDS 
P.O. Box 3001 

Briarcliff Manor, New York 10510 
(914)333-9669 




Finnic Kecgan 
Registration No. 50,145 
Attorney for Applicant 



CARDINAL LAW GROUP 
Suite 2000 



RfigisuaiionNo. 33,983 
Attorney for Applicant 



1603 Orrington Avenue 
Evanston, Illinois 60201 
Phone: (847)905-711 1 
Fax: (847)905-7113 



PAGE 18/18'RCVD AT 7» 12:13:38 PM [Eastern Daylight rune] ' SVR:USPT0{FXRF^18' DNiS:27383IH) ' CSID:t18473057113' DURATION (innK$):0542 



